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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to the amendment filed on 1/3/07. Claims 1, 7-12, 17- 
18, 26 were amended. Claims 4-6, 14-15, 21, & 29 are canceled. Claims 1-3, 7-13, 16- 
20, 22-28, 30 are pending and represent method, computer program software, 
computer network and system for method for managing compiled filter code. 



Claim Objections 

2. Claim 17 objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c) as being in improper form because a 
multiple dependent claim 1 to 3 or 7 to 11. See MPEP § 608.01 (n). Accordingly, the 
claim 17 not been further treated on the merits. Appropriate correction required. 
1 . Claim 1 1 objected to because of the following informalities: undetermined a 
preamble portion of the claim. Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 12, 17-18, 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention of the claims 12, 17-18, 26 are directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
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Claims 12, 17-18, 26 recited "computer software program product for processing data 
packets based on compiled filter code comprising computer program code means for 
managing the compiled filter code in a plurality of pieces, computer program code 
means: " which are adapted to perform some steps. 

The computer program and the program are non-statutory as not being tangible 
embodied in computer readable medium in a manner so as to be executable, and also 
claimed that the computer program/programming execute in a computer or by a 
computer are descriptive material per se and are not statutory because they are not 
capable of causing functional change in the computer (See MPEP section 2106, 
Seventh Edition, Revision No. dated February 2000, at page 2100-10 and 2100-11). 

Other dependent claims, which are not specifically cited above are also rejected 
because of the deficiencies of their respective parent claims. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 1, 12, 17, 18 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. It's unclear to the examiner 
how to determine "certain point" in time? When would be the appropriate time to create 
and process the codes? 
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7. Claims 1, 12, 17, 18 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. It's unclear to the examiner 
what. is it the applicant trying to accomplish through those steps? What is the end result 
of the claim limitations? Why using shadow paging for this process? Why processing 
packets received after and before said certain point in time? What are code pages 
contain? 

8. Claims 1 1 is rejected upder 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. It's unclear to the examiner what are v(x), r(x) and modM? 
Why calculating v(x)? What is the value for modM? 

9. Regarding claims 1 1 , the phrase "substantially" renders the claim indefinite 
because it is unclear whether the limitation(s) following the phrase are part of the 
claimed invention. See MPEP § 2173.05(d). Appropriate correction is required. 

10. Claims 1 1 recites the limitation "the order, the formula, the reference" in using 
The without mentioned in the previous part. There is insufficient antecedent basis for 
this limitation in the claim. Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

12. Claims 18-19, 26-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Stack Patent No. 6,257,774 B1. Stack teaches the invention as claimed including 
application program and documentation generator system and method (see abstract). 

13. As to claim 18, Stack teaches a computer network node for processing of data 
packets according to compiled filter code comprising means for managing the compiled 
filter code in a plurality of pieces , and 

means for processing packets according to at least one first set of code pages 
(figure 1-4; col 3, lines 55-65; Stack discloses that the computer network node that 
processing the predetermined application program^ 

means for creating a second set of code pages to represent the set of code 
pages to represent the set of code pages to be used after a certain point in time (figure 
5; col 5, lines 43- col 6, lines 16; Stack discloses that the computer network node that 
creating a set of program code^ 
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means for processing packets received after said certain point in time according 
to said second set of code pages (col 10, lines 27-61; Stack discloses that the computer 
network node that processing a set of program code) , and 

means for processing packets received before said certain point in time 
according to said at least one first set of code pages (figure 3-4, 7; col 1 1 , lines 50 - col 
12, lines 50; Stack discloses that the computer network node of processing program 
node accordingly)^ 

14. As to claim 19, Stack teaches a computer network node as recited in claim 18 
further comprising: 

means for incrementally compiling at least one rule and for producing at least 
one piece of code (col 7, lines 14-46; Stack discloses the computer network node of 
compiling the program rule begins at a logical root rule and proceeds through the 
ordered set of rules), and 

means for updating a memory means with said at least one piece of code (col 8, 
lines 23-40; col 21, table II; Stack discloses the computer network node of updating the 
form and the program code in the non-volatile storage medium). 

15. As to claim 26, Stack teaches a system for processing of data packets according 
to compiled filter code comprising means for managing the compiled filter code in a 
plurality of pieces (figure 1 & 3; col 5, lines 43 - col 6, lines 16; col 10, lines 27-61; 
Stack discloses the system of divided the program rules or code into many sub- 
programs, segments, files and records) A 
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means for processing packets according to at least one first set of code pages 
(figure 1-4; col 3, lines 55-65; Stack discloses that the system that processing the 
predetermined application program^ 

means for creating a second set of code pages to represent the set of code 
pages to be used after a certain point in time (figure 5; col 5, lines 43- col 6, lines 16; 
Stack discloses that the system that creating a set of program code^ 

means for processing packets received after said certain point in time according 
to said second set of code pages (col 10, lines 27-61; Stack discloses that the system 
that processing a set of program code) , and 

means for processing packets received before said certain point in time 
according to said at least one first set of code pages (figure 3-4, 7; col 1 1 , lines 50 - col 
12, lines 50; Stack discloses that the system of processing program node accordingly). 
16. As to claim 27, Stack teaches a system as recited in claim 26 comprising: 

means for incrementally compiling a set of rules and for producing at least one 
piece of code (col 7, lines 14-46; Stack discloses the system of compiling the program 
rule begins at a logical root rule and proceeds through the ordered set of rules), and 

means for updating a memory means with said at least one piece of code (col 8, 
lines 23-40; col 21, table II; Stack discloses the system of updating the form and the 
program code in the non-volatile storage medium). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

17. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

18. Claims 1-3, 7-10, 12-13, 16-17, 20, and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Stack Patent No. 6,257,774 B1 in view of Herrell, Patent 
No. 5,301,287. 

Stack teaches the invention substantially as claimed including application 
program and documentation generator system and method (see abstract). 

19. As to claim 1 , Stack teaches a method for managing compiled filter code for 
processing data packets wherein compiled filter code is managed in a plurality of 
pieces A 

processing packets according to at least one first set of code pages (figure 1-4; 
col 3, lines 55-65; Stack discloses that the method that processing the predetermined 
application program^ 

creating a second set of code pages to represent the set of code pages to be 
used after a certain point in time (figure 5; col 5, lines 43- col 6, lines 16; Stack 
discloses that the method that creating a set of program code^ 

processing packets received after said certain point in time according to said 
second set of code pages (col 10, lines 27-61; Stack discloses that the method that 
processing a set of program code) , and 
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processing packets received before said certain point in time according to said at 
least one first set of code pages (figure 3-4, 7; col 11, lines 50 - col 12, lines 50; Stack 
discloses that the system of processing program node accordingly). 

But Stack failed to teach the claim limitation wherein said pieces are pages 
having a predetermined length and shadow paging is used . 

However, Herrell teaches user scheduled direct memory access using virtual 
addresses (see abstract). Herrell teaches the limitation wherein said pieces are pages 
having a predetermined length and shadow paging is used (col 15, lines 38-55). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Stack in view of Herrell so that the program code runs without the 
necessity of executing instructions in the host processor. One would be motivated to do 
so to started running the program without further host processor intervention, and hence 
data transmission is handle without the need to execute further instructions in the host 
processor. 

20. As to claim 2, Stack and Herrell teach a method as recited in claim 1 comprising 
the steps of: 

incrementally compiling at least one rule for obtaining a piece of code by a rule 
compiling entity (col 7, lines 14-46; Stack discloses the method of compiling the 
program rule begins at a logical root rule and proceeds through the ordered set of 
rules), 
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transmission of said piece of filter code from a rule compiling entity to a packet 
processing entity (figure 2 & 4; Stack discloses the method of transmission the program 
code or rule by the rule table, control table and process sequences), 

pausing of processing of packets by said packet processing entity (col 8, lines 5- 
23; Stack discloses the method of processing the syntax rule that specify higher level 
functions or required different operations in the generation of the code or by user 
defined; Therefore, the system would pause or run according to the user's 
preferences), 

writing of said piece of filter code to memory means (col 8, lines 24-40; Stack 
discloses the method of storing the program code to the memory or storage), and 

continuing of processing of packets by said packet processing entity (col 14, 
table I; Stack discloses the method of defining the next segment accordingly; 
Therefore, the program would run or stop depend on user's preferences or setting). 
21. As to claim 3, Stack and Herrell teach a method as recited in claim 1 comprising 
the steps of: 

incrementally compiling at least one rule for obtaining a piece of code by a rule 
compiling entity (col 7, lines 14-46; Stack discloses the method of compiling the 
program rule begins at a logical root rule and proceeds through the ordered set of 
rules), 

signaling from said rule compiling entity to a packet processing entity that a new 
piece of code is compiled (col 14, table I; col 21 , table II; Stack discloses the method of 
popup the call or display according to the user's preferences or setting), 
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signaling from said packet processing entity to said rule compiling entity that said 
packet processing entity is ready for storage of said piece of code (col 14, table I; col 

21. table II; Stack discloses the method of popup the call or display according to the 
user's preferences or setting), 

writing said piece of code to a memory means (col 8, lines 24-40; Stack discloses 
the method of storing the program code to the memory or storage), and 

signaling from said rule compiling entity to said packet processing entity that said 
piece of code is written to said memory means (col 16, table II; Stack discloses the 
method of popup the call or display according to the user's preferences or setting). 

22. As to claim 7, Stack and Herrell teach a method as recited in claim 1 wherein 
within said step of creating a second set of code pages the steps of assigning members 
of an existing code pages set to be members of said second set of code pages, and 
removing a code page from said second set of code pages (figure 5-7; col 8, lines 64 - 
col 9, lines 18; col 9, lines 40-65; Stack discloses that the method of validating the 
member of the program rules and segments). 

23. As to claim 8, Stack and Herrell teach a method as recited in claim 1 wherein 
within said step of creating a second set of code pages the steps of creating new code 
pages, and assigning said new code page to be a member of said second set of code 
pages (figure 5-7; col 8, lines 64 - col 9, lines 18; col 9, lines 40-65; Stack discloses that 
the method of creating program code and checking for the set of rules). 

24. As to claim 9, Stack and Herrell teach a method as recited in claim 1 wherein 
removing a code page from the memory element storing the code pages, when the 
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code page is not anymore a member of any set of code pages in use (figure 5-7; col 8, 
lines 64 - col 9, lines 18; col 9, lines 40-65; Stack discloses that the method of storing 
the program code and syntax and program rules). 

25. As to claim 10, Stack and Herrell teach a method as recited in claim 4 wherein 
each page of code is associated with a reference number for observing the order of the 
code pages (col 1 0, lines 1 6-26; col 1 1 , lines 50 - col 1 2, lines 48; Stack discloses the 
method of running the program sequences and orderly). 

26. As to claim 12, Stack teaches a computer software program product for 
processing data packets based on compiled filter code comprising computer program 
code means for managing the compiled filter code in a plurality of pieces, 

computer program code means for processing packets according to at least one 
first one first set of code pages (figure 1-4; col 3, lines 55-65; Stack discloses that the 
computer software program that processing the predetermined application program) A 

computer program code means for creating a second set of code pages to 
represent the set of code pages to be used after a certain point in time (figure 5; col 5, 
lines 43- col 6, lines 16; Stack discloses that the computer software program that 
creating a set of program code) A 

computer program code means for processing packets received after said certain 
point in time according to said second set of code pages (col 10, lines 27-61; Stack 
discloses that the computer software program that processing a set of program code) x 
and 
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computer program code means for processing packets received before said 
certain point in time according to said at least one first set of code pages (figure 3-4, 7; 
col 1 1 , lines 50 - col 12, lines 50; Stack discloses that the computer software program 
of processing program node accordingly). 

But Stack failed to teach the claim limitation wherein computer program code 
means for implementing shadow paging of pages of filter code . 

However, Herrell teaches the limitation wherein computer program code means 
for implementing shadow paging of pages of filter code (col 15, lines 38-55). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Stack in view of Herrell so that the program code runs without the 
necessity of executing instructions in the host processor. One would be motivated to do 
so to started running the program without further host processor intervention, and hence 
data transmission is handle without the need to execute further instructions in the host 
processor. 

27. As to claim 13, Stack and Herrell teach a computer software program product as 
recited in claim 12 further comprising: 

computer program code means for incrementally compiling at least one rule and 
for producing at least one piece of code (col 7, lines 14-46; Stack discloses the 
computer software program of compiling the program rule begins at a logical root rule 
and proceeds through the ordered set of rules), and 

computer program code means for updating a memory means with said at least 
one piece of code (col 8, lines 23-40; col 21, table II; Stack discloses the computer 
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software program of updating the form and the program code in the non-volatile storage 
medium). 

28. As to claim 16, Stack and Herrell teach a computer software program product as 
recited in claim 12 wherein the computer software program product is a software routine 
library (figure 2). 

29. Claim 17 do not teach or defined any new limitation above claims 1-1 1 and 
therefore is rejected for similar reasons. 

30. As to claim 20, Stack teaches a computer network node as recited in claim 18. 
But Stack failed to teach the claim limitation wherein means for implementing shadow 
paging of pages of filter code. 

However, Herrell teaches the limitation wherein means for implementing shadow 
paging of pages of filter code (col 1 5, lines 38-55). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Stack in view of Herrell so that the program code runs without the . 
necessity of executing instructions in the host processor. One would be motivated to do 
so to started running the program without further host processor intervention, and hence 
data transmission is handle without the need to execute further instructions in the host 
processor. \ 

31. As to claim 28, Stack teaches a system as recited in claim 26. But Stack failed to 
teach the claim limitation wherein means for implementing shadow paging of pages of 
filter code. 
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However, Herrell teaches the limitation wherein means for implementing shadow 
paging of pages of filter code (col 15, lines 38-55). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Stack in view of Herrell so that the program code runs without the 
necessity of executing instructions in the host processor. One would be motivated to do 
so to started running the program without further host processor intervention, and hence 
data transmission is handle without the need to execute further instructions in the host 
processor. 

32. Claim 1 1 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stack, 
Patent No.6,257,774 B1 in view of Kyker, Patent No. 6,467,027 B1 . 

Stack teaches the invention substantially as claimed including application 
program and documentation generator system and method (see abstract). 

33. As to claim 1 1 , Stack teaches a method for managing compiled filter code for 
processing data packets wherein: 

compiled filter code is managed in a plurality of pieces, each page of code is 
associated with a reference number for observing the order of the code pages (figure 1- 
5; col 5, lines 43 - col 6, lines 16; col 10, lines 27-61; Stack discloses the method of 
compiling program codes). 

But Stack failed to teach the claim limitation wherein the order of any two code 
pages is determined by comparing values of v(x) calculated from the reference numbers 
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associated with the code pages, v(x) being calculated substantially by the formula v(x) = 
r(x) - r(b) modM where r(x) is the reference number associated with a code page x 
being compared, r(b) the reference number of the base code page, and M the size of 
the set of allowed reference numbers {0,1,2,...,M-1}. 

However, Kyker teaches method and system for an inuse field resource 
management scheme (see abstract). Kyker teaches the limitation wherein the order of 
any two code pages is determined by comparing values of v(x) calculated from the 
reference numbers associated with the code pages, v(x) being calculated substantially 
by the formula v(x) = r(x) - r(b) modM where r(x) is the reference number associated 
with a code page x being compared, r(b) the reference number of the base code page, 
and M the size of the set of allowed reference numbers {0,1,2,...,M-1} (col 6, lines 1- 
43). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Stack in view of Kyker so that the system would compare the 
reference numbers to determine the order pages. One would be motivated to do so to 
sort the program code pages accordingly. 

34. Claims 22-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Stack, Patent No. 6,257,774 B1 in view of Herrell, Patent No. 5,201 ,287 and further in 
view of Wesinger, Patent No. 6,052,788. 
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Stack teaches the invention substantially as claimed including application 
program and documentation generator system and method (see abstract). 

35. As to claim 22, Stack teaches a computer network node as recited in claim 18. 
But Stack failed to teach the claim limitation wherein the node is a virtual private 
network node. 

However, Wesinger teaches firewall providing enhanced network security and 
user transparency (see abstract). Wesinger teaches the limitation wherein the node is a 
virtual private network node (figure 1). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Stack in view of Wesinger so that the system could process 
remotely. One would be motivated to do so to broaden the flexibility of the system. 

36. As to claim 23, Stack teaches a computer network node as recited in claim 18. 
But Stack failed to teach the claim limitation wherein the node is a router node. 

However, Wesinger teaches the limitation wherein the node is a router node 
(figure 4). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Stack in view of Wesinger so that the packet could transfer from one 
machine to another in the WAN network. One would be motivated to do so to connect 
over a wide geographical area via one or more dedicated connections. 

37. As to claim 24, Stack teaches a computer network node as recited in claim 18. 
But Stack failed to teach the claim limitation wherein the node is a firewall node. 
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However, Wesinger teaches the limitation wherein the node is a firewall node 
(figure 1). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Stack in view of Wesinger so that the system would maintain the 
security for the system. One would be motivated to do so to ensured the security for the 
processing process. 

38. . As to claim 25, Stack teaches a computer network node as recited in claim 18. 
But Stack failed to teach the claim limitation wherein the node is a workstation. 

However, Wesinger teaches the limitation wherein the node is a workstation 
(figure 5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Stack in view of Wesinger so that the client could oversee what is 
going on between the systems. One would be motivated to do so to broaden the 
flexibility of the system. 

39. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stack, 
Patent No. 6,257,774 B1 in view of Herrell, Patnet No. 5,301,287 and further in view of 
Kloth, Patent No. 6,598,034 B1. 

Stack teaches the invention substantially as claimed including application 
program and documentation generator system and method (see abstract). 
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40. As to claim 30, Stack teaches a system as recited in claim 26. But Stack failed to 
teach the claim limitation wherein a memory component having a first access port and a 
second access port, and means for processing data packets, said means for processing 
data packets being arranged to access said memory component via said first access 
port, and said means for managing the compiled filter code being arranged to access 
said memory component via said second access port. 

However, Kloth teaches rule based IP data processing (see abstract). Kloth 
teaches the limitation wherein a memory component having a first access port and a 
second access port (figure 5), and means for processing data packets, said means for 
processing data packets being arranged to access said memory component via said 
first access port (figure 11), and said means for managing the compiled filter code being 
arranged to access said memory component via said second access port (figure 7). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Stack in view of Kloth so that the system could processing the IP 
packets by dividing the packet into plurality pieces and process the packet one at a time 
by the communication protocol stack and the communications rule editor. One would 
be motivated to do so to broaden the flexibility of the system and applied the specific 
rule to specific packet to fasten the processing process. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-3, 7-13, 16-20, 22-30 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thuong (Tina) Nguyen whose telephone number is 571- 
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272-3864, and the fax number is 571-273-3864. The examiner can normally be 
reached on 8:00 AM-5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Saleh Najjar can be reached on 571-272-4006. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Thuong (Tina) Nguyen 
Patent Examiner/Art Unit 2155 




